Introduction
What is good conduct in public service? If the answer is more than a slogan or symbol, it demands substance and direction, if not specificity and precision. There are numerous formulations of good conduct (drawing on, for example, motivation or purpose, harm or benefit, or mode of reasoning) and its negatives, corruption (Huberts, 2003) and moral judgment. These formulations include both empirical, behavioral models from the social sciences (explaining how and why decisions are made) and normative or prescriptive models (what decisions should be made, and why). What is known or believed about moral values and behavioral norms is classified into six major sources in Table 1 . These include: universals; cultural/social; rational, including analytic perspectives and cognitive processes; emotion and/or needs-based; religion; and professionalism and role.
[ Table 1 about here]
Moral traditions-enduring, systematic, and widely held systems of thought about right and wrong-are drawn from those sources designated as normative, cultural, or religious in formulation. The normative sources of moral tradition include the philosophical traditions associated with using human reason (rationalism). Foremost among these are traditions primarily defining ethics either by (1) universal principles and duties of good conduct, or (2) proper effects on others and the community.
1 On the roster of other normative sources is thinking grounded in natural rights, virtue and moral character, and some approaches relating to common sense and human emotion. Culture also is widely accepted as another source of distinctive moral traditions. 2 Each tradition may generate different answers or different reasons for like answers to problems posed by ethical dilemmas that demand judgment. It is the grey, problematic arena of moral judgment that poses the most significant challenges to individual and organizational integrity in today's public service.
What is known about moral values and behavioral norms draws on sources other than longstanding moral traditions. Professionalism is included in Table 1 because, although tradition is enduring, it is not immutable and newly emerging trends may be moral traditions in their formative stages. Discussed below, research in developmental and cognitive psychology in particular has contributed a great deal.
Linking Sources of Ethics to Public Action
Ethics is important in modern bureaucracies and public service because ethics translates in practical terms into the use or abuse of power (including political, professional, governmental, 1 "Consequentialists start not with moral rules but with goals. They assess actions by the extent to which they further these goals. ...The classical utilitarian regards an action as right if it produces as much or more an increase in the happiness of all affected by it than any alternative action, and wrong if it does not" (Singer, 1979, p. 3) . A vulgar version is simplistic egoism, which considers only the short-term self-interest. 2 On whether cultural differences induce differences in ethical values and behavior, see Al-Yahya, Lubatkin, and Vengroff, 2004; Cooper and Yoder, 2002; Donald, 2000; Doris, 2000; Gilman and Lewis, 1996; Hofstede, 1980; Lewis, 2005; Moreno, 2002; Myers and Tan, 2002; Smith, 2004 , Tayeb, 1994 Turiel, 1994 Turiel, , 2002 and Welzel, Iglehart, and Klingemann, undated. organizational, and personal power) and legitimate authority. 3 The power of people in public service compared to those they serve is behind the idea that "public service is a public trust" and explains why so many governmental and professional codes impose strong obligations on public servants who, as temporary stewards, 4 exercise public power and authority. Their position is neither theirs to own, nor is it theirs to keep.
This same imbalance leads to framing ethical duties in terms typical of major systematic sources of ethical values and behavioral norms. For ease of recall, the framework shown in Figure 1 limits the number of values to five. These five core values in public service flow from the definition of public servants as temporary stewards of public authority. Depicted as a wheel around the key element of temporary stewardship in Figure 1a , these are (1) accountability, (2) impartiality, 5 (3) justice and fairness, (4) beneficence, and (5) avoiding doing harm (nonmalfeasance). While each of the five is bedrock-a foundation for principled action by the temporary steward, it is together that they represent the common core of public service. They are moderated by the multiple duties operating together, 6 an interaction which logically translates into derivative duties (such as prudence and temperance); for example, moderated by justice/fairness and accountability, beneficence calls for taking care of the dependent and vulnerable and is constrained by law and agency mission. All are unobjectionable in the face of contextual variations such as economic system, regime type, and culture. 7 Justice and fairness are bundled together because the distinction is connotative and variable and the two are often used 3 The link between power and ethics goes back to ancient times, as reflected in Thucydides's The Peloponnesian War: "You know as well as we do that right, as the world goes, is only in question between equals in power, while the strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must." 4 Stewardship is defined as the "willingness and ability to earn the public trust by being an effective and ethical agent" and "signifies the achievement of both effectiveness and ethicality" (Kass, 1990. pp. 113, 129) . 5 Impartiality refers to the application of rules, whereas justice and fairness refer to the rules themselves. 6 This approach calls on Aristotle's "mean," in which balance is sought among seemingly incompatible values or priorities. 7 It is for this reason that equity is omitted and distributional or social justice is included as fair distribution of public benefits. See, for example, Gupta, Davoodi, and Alonso-Terme, 2002, and Huberts, 2003. interchangeably.
[ Figure 1 about here]
Contrary to popular wisdom and empirically demonstrable is the fact that professional public managers around the globe share some core values that are associated with their role and training rather than with cultural particulars (Lewis and Gilman, 2004) . "There are fundamental valuestreated at a higher level of abstraction-that are closely associated with democracy, market economy, and professional bureaucracy" (Gilman and Lewis, 1996, p. 518) .
Although it would be foolish to deny that cultural specifics are operative and important, it is counterfactual to deny that shared ethical standards are developing on a global scale. International compacts from at least 1864 and the adoption of the first Geneva Convention through the U.N.'s Anti-Corruption Convention signed in 2003 (and beyond, no doubt) have spurred this development. So have international professional contacts . . . (Lewis and Gilman, 2004, pp. 9-10) .
Among the values identified as central to developing global standards are honesty, trust, and stability (Cooper and Yoder, 2002, pp. 346-347 Figure 2 , below.) There is no predetermined primacy and Figure 1 is less a prescription than a discussion.
These five underlying values make seventeen demands for principled action. Figure 1b depicts the core ethical values and their derivative action principles in public service. The result combines the two main streams of normative ethics, duty-based and results-based modes of reasoning. All these action principles-or obligations-necessarily draw on the virtue of courage to move theory into practice. The four noted in italics in particular demand that consideration be given to future generations, which then is the eighteenth action principle. Effectiveness (assessed relative to the organization's mission) and efficiency are rostered as ethical because of the implicit or explicit promise to serve as stewards of public resources. So, too, is competence, based on the promise to do the job for which one is hired or elected. To genuinely live up to the obligations reflected in Figure 1 is to exercise integrity as ethical steward in public service.
This perspective underscores that the fundamental ethical prescription to do no harm is not enough in public service; rather, the public servant is directed to do the right thing (beneficence)
in the right way (accountability, impartiality, and justice and fairness). Beneficence entails taking care of the dependent and vulnerable, in both the organization and the public. Because hierarchically structured bureaucracies also are marked by asymmetrical power relations, the public manager's obligations extend to others in the organization and to other public servants who are dependent on or vulnerable to the manager's actions. Admittedly, sometimes the action principles may seem to demand moving at the same time in different directions and appear mutually exclusive. It is at this point that the demands for empathy and moral imagination translate into creative, moral leadership.
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Figure 1 gives public servants a solid place to stand when confronted with an ethical dilemma of the grey-arena variety and provides a suggestive starting point that organizations can use for developing an ethical perspective on policy and operations. How individuals and organizations rank the different values and action principles is a matter for their own ethical judgment for which they must take responsibility. It is also a matter for where they find themselves-and would like to be-on the ethical landscape (shown in Figure 2 , below). 
Multi-dimensional Framework
Because public service is marked by a power imbalance, linking individual decisions and actions by temporary stewards of public authority to their public positions and public organizations is critical. At the individual level, this link is forged in three ways, including (1) the framework individual decision makers use to sort and accept ethical claims, (2) the individual's understanding of role in, and relationship and commitment to the organization, and (3) the individual's and organization's relationship to the society and its culture. At the organizational level, standard operating procedures, incentive structures, formal and informal patterns of hierarchical and peer relationships, and more support or undermine these links. "If one accepts Herbert Simon's (1948) proposition that a science of administration is fundamentally about decision-making, and if one believes that all decisions have an ethical dimension, then the study of administration necessarily involves an understanding of ethical decision-making" (Wittmer, p. 481) .
Given the pressing challenges, complex environment, and multiple sources of ethical values and behavioral norms, how do public servants sort through them, weigh them, and exercise an ethical choice? It is widely accepted that decision makers use a framework to sort and accept ethical claims. Analytic frameworks for moral reasoning and behavior from psychology include (1) focusing on universals in human development as the key explanatory factor, 11 (2) drawing on universals from genetics and adaptation, 12 (3) stressing contextual factors such as experience and culture to explain behavior, 13 and (4) centering on cognitive 11 Developmental psychologists Lawrence Kohlberg (1981) and Jerome Kagan (1998) processes. 14 Landmark contributions are reviewed briefly in Table 2 from which it is obvious that psychology is a fertile ground for innovative-and controversial-research on moral reasoning and ethical norms and behavior.
[ (1998) "identifies the most powerful motive for human beings as the desire to gain and maintain a feeling of virtue, the desire to be 'good'" (Shweder, 1999, p. 798) . "We inherit, because we are humans, a concern with right and wrong, and empathy with others. But the specific actions that we regard as moral can vary with culture," Kagan explains (2000).
An irrational or nonrational dimension is a second key to explaining decision making.
According to Prospect Theory, people confronting uncertainty do not make decisions the way linear models of rational decision making would have it (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) . There is something going on other than analytic processing and cognitive operations-something different from a straightforward calculus of costs, benefits, probabilities, and risks (Kahneman, Slovic, and Tversky, 1982) . Decision makers bias their judgments and remembrances in 14 The Prospect Theory of Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky (1979) is an important example. 15 Denying that ethics is relative or subjective, Peter Singer (1979, p. 11 ) tells us, "Ethics takes a universal point of view" and that "[f]rom ancient times, philosophers and moralists have expressed the idea that ethical conduct is acceptable from a point of view that is somehow universal" (p. 10). Deontology is another example.
predictable, systematic ways. "People edit their judgments with moral criteria . . . they give more weight to losses than to gains of the same amount; they bias remembered experiences by remembering peaks and end points but not duration; they employ a positivity bias-and much more" (Lane, 2000, pp. 17-18) . 16 "Irrationally, people feel differently about losing than they do about gaining, even if either choice produces the same outcome" (Olin, 2003) . Their decision biases toward seeking or avoiding risk depend on their understanding of a situation. Because of this bias in decision making, framing the issue as a gain or a loss affects the decision. (Ethics and anti-corruption programs as well as organizational incentive structures would be well served by taking these findings into account.)
Context is a third key to understanding decision making. Overall, the evidence tilts toward central roles for culture, situation, and experience in defining moral norms and behavior.
Because decision makers use categories drawn from their experience and pattern matching ("anchoring"), it is imperative to recognize the "powerful impact of contextual factors on decision making. ...Risk taking, time discounting, and interpersonal decision making ... are much more a function of how people construe situations than of how they evaluate and weigh attributes" (Loewenstein, 2001 , pp. 500-501, notes omitted). Decision makers draw on their experience and expertise first "to figure out what kind of situation they are in and then adopt choice rules that seem appropriate for that situation" (Loewenstein, 2001, p. 503) . In effect, decisions can be altered by altering or reframing the situation from, for example, personal relationships to organizational or professional obligations and by reducing risk by shifting from prospective loss to retained gain.
Individuals make decisions and take action in a context rich with varied interrelationships, responsibilities, perceptions, inferences, experiences, and interpretations. The context may be defined as the constructed situation (along the lines of Prospect Theory) or organizational norms and procedures that, coupled with cognitive limits, structure decision making (Herbert Simon, 1948) . Often context is defined in terms of culture (Kagan, 1998 (Kagan, , 2000 . 17 From a psychological perspective, culture is "the entire interactive symbolic environment in which humans live and communicate" (Donald, 2000, p. 23) . From this viewpoint, culture is especially important to an understanding of ethical norms and behavior in public service, which itself may be considered as a subculture and in which symbolic communication is both common and crucial (for purposes of, for example, organizational and civil mobilization or compliance).
Two observations from social psychology are especially meaningful for ethics in public service. 18 Rejecting both extremes-that culture wholly dictates or has no effect whatsoever on moral development-and that societies and individuals are culturally monolithic, Elliot Turiel (1994, p. 237) notes "several sides to cultural practices stemming from the different perspectives of people in different positions in the hierarchy." Also, he finds, "In-group moral commitments are often as important as the moral idea of general applicability. However, one does not negate the other" (Turiel, 1994, p. 4) . This suggests that organizations can effectively support ethical behavior by explicitly linking it to moral commitments to organizational and professional colleagues, in addition to obligations to the public.
Recognition of the determining influence of situations means that inconsistent behavior across situations is more likely than not (Doris, 2002, Chapter 2) . 19 The recognition that individuals' judgments and behaviors are inconsistent (or fragmented) across situations leads to the rejection of "general evaluative categories such as 'good person' and 'bad person'" and to questioning the usefulness of character education aiming at "global character structures" (Doris, 2002, pp. 115, 122-125) . Nonetheless, because virtue "can be 'socially sustained'" (Doris, 2002, p. 90) , organizations can promote ethical behavior.
Some of these ideas about the foundations of ethical norms and behavior run counter to common wisdom but had been percolating for many years before positive social science addressed them. 20 The review of alternative frameworks presented here suggests that every framework has its strengths, weaknesses, and problems. One, perhaps erroneously associated with social psychology or anthropology, may encourage some confusion between morality and convention and fail to recognize that all that is practiced need not be good (no more than everything is moral that occurs in nature). 21 As they center on moral reasoning, cognitive frameworks tend to downplay emotional aspects of behavior. The rationalistic, normative 19 John Doris's evidence for "situationalism" draws on Western and non-Western cultures (Doris, 2002, pp. 105-106) . 20 David Hume, the eighteenth century Scottish philosopher, came down on the side of context rather than universals when he proposed "that causes and effects are discoverable, not by reason but by experience . . ." (Hume, 1980 (Hume, , 1751 . He also anticipated Prospect Theory to some degree when he wrote "all arguments concerning existence are founded on the relation of cause and effect; that our knowledge of that relation is derived entirely from experience; and that all of our experimental conclusions proceed upon the supposition that the future will be conformable to the past" and concluded, "From causes which appear similar we expect similar effects. This is the sum of all our experimental conclusions" (Hume, 1980 (Hume, , 1751 . He also addressed uncertainty: "If there be any suspicion that the course of nature may change, and that the past may be no rule for the future, all experience becomes useless, and can give rise to no inference or conclusion" (Hume, 1980 (Hume, , 1751 . 21 Cultural relativism "denies that any independent moral facts exist outside of a society ... all moral beliefs are proper or improper in relation to a society's customs" (Terkel and Duval, 1999, p. 58, capitalization omitted). frameworks are appropriate for self-conscious analysis but less useful for predicting individual and organizational decisions and behavior.
Synthesis
Instead of opposing seemingly contradictory frameworks-irrationality versus cognitive development or universals versus contextual factors, for instance-and then dismissing the less preferred, it is possible to bring into play the many different frameworks supported by empirical evidence. Melding these frameworks into a flexible decision making model highlights the multidimensionality of ethical decision making and accounts for the both the inconsistency (or even hypocrisy) and principled consistency apparent in ethical decision making.
Research on the effects of uncertainty, decision biases, social interactions, experience, and culture show that ethical behavior draws on feeling and thinking; emotion and reason both influence decisions and behavior. 22 The ethical agent employs both emotion and reason (Cooper, 1987) . Doris (2002, p. 164) argues that a capacity for taking responsibility distinguishes the adult: "Moral maturity has much to do with acknowledging what one has done . . . . This exercise is as much affective as cognitive; it centrally involves a capacity to have a certain sort of emotional encounter with oneself." Therefore, rather than dichotomizing emotion and reason and relying solely upon one or the other, it is more useful to harmonize them when possible, recognize that both are in play, and to encourage the ethically mature person to bring both to bear in making moral judgments. Kagan (2000) says to policy makers that "at the moment, the gap between the policies that legislators must make and the science is so large that wisdom on the part of the legislator is probably the most important ingredient." The more cautious approach to public policy may be to integrate them.
Ethics Landscape. Figure 3 attempts to integrate step-by-step the numerous frameworks and suggests interactions among four central factors. The figure progressively builds an ethical landscape in three steps. First, in Figure 3a moral development brings to bear the stages of moral reasoning and is marked as variable no. 1. Situational differences are represented by saliency (variable no. 2). Saliency captures intensity (or triviality or significance of issues), value, principle, or assessed risk. 23 Alternatively, saliency may be taken to refer to the price tag" associated with a particular decision or behavior, and includes considerations of career, cost, convenience, competence, commitment, and courage (Lewis and Gilman, 2005) . In either case, the greater the saliency, the more demanding is the question to be answered or the more pressing is the issue to be resolved. Individuals, including those of moral character, are shown sliding along a saliency vector as they attribute difference degrees of saliency to an issue or principle or in response to their different assessments of risk. In the Finnish experience, "the central principles of civil service ethics in fact cannot be defined clearly and unambiguously; they differ according to official status and administrative sectors" (OECD, 2004, p. 232) . Such experiences, coupled with Doris's arguments (Doris, 2002 , Chapter 2) on behalf of inconsistent behavior across situations, make saliency a central concern.
[ Figure 3 about here]
Figure 3a reveals how moral development and saliency might interact to begin forming a decision-making landscape in which a specific decision simultaneously turns on the decision maker's moral development and the saliency the decision maker attributes to the issue. Different places on this landscape may be held by the same person at different times and under different circumstances. Alternatively, these places may be held by different people at the same time.
Two other factors-ethical basis and grounding-interact in the second step to form another landscape. In Figure 3b , ethical basis (variable no. 3) represents normative and social aspects and grounding (variable no. 4) accounts for the cognitive versus emotional grounds for ethical decisions and behavior. Figure 3b demonstrates how a specific decision depends upon the interaction between these two factors within the decision maker.
The third step is to bring the two landscapes together in Figure 3c to suggest how the four factors might interact at a particular decision-making point. The aim of the graphic is not to suggest rigid relationships among the four variables. Rather, the central point is that individuals draw on a variety of influential factors when making an ethical decision and an actual decision depends upon the interaction among these factors. Figure 3a -e provides a framework for envisioning how those factors might interact for a specific person making a specific decision. Ethics Parable. It is useful now to draw upon a time-honored tool in ethics, story-telling.
Consider a young development officer out in the field with the assigned task of getting a well dug in a remote village. Figure 3c locates her place on the ethics landscape. Ascribing more than average salience to her work, the officer frames her task in terms of the norms of doing good (beneficence) and serving the public interest. Keeping her emotional distance, she thinks about what clean water means for the villagers' health. Reasoning at a conventional stage of moral development, the officer defines her work in terms of doing her duty and she seeks approval from her superiors and peers in the development community.
The immediate problem is that the local leader expects the customary gift to express appreciation for his arranging the villagers' co-operation. The salience of giving a small but unauthorized gift is low; the risks are low because no one beyond the village is likely to know.
The token gift can be seen as ceremonial rather than as an outright bribe. This reasoning illustrates how convention may be confused with ethics (and recalls the words of U.S.
revolutionary Thomas Paine, "A long habit of not thinking a thing wrong gives it the superficial appearance of being right"). She frames the issue as an isolated event by considering the consequences of contaminated water to the villagers and ignoring the symbolic and financial implications of "gifting" over many projects. Confronting an immediate decision, she goes on gut feel and common sense. Figure 3d locates her place on the ethics landscape in this situation. Figure 3e compares the two scenarios.
Conclusion
Figure 3 helps pinpoint the factors that enter into decisions and behavior at different times, in different situations, and/or by different people. How to align the variants in Figure 3 and operationalize the common core norms in public service is the next obvious step in the work in progress that is public service ethics.
All told, the different landscapes possible from the interaction of the four factors in Figure 3 counsel that there is no single key to unlock the mystery of the shaping of ethical norms and behavior for all people at all times. The evidence points to a multi-dimensional view; a simplistic view is unrealistic and designed for failure. In order to confront the complexity depicted in Figure 3e , public sector ethics needs a multi-faceted approach. H. L. Mencken articulates the alternative: "For every human problem, there is a solution that is simple, neat, and wrong." 
